1 First, we warmly thank the authors of the above cited discussion for their genuine interest in the paper published by us in the ASME J. Biomech. Eng. 2009, 131: p. 044504, as well as for their detailed comments on this paper. We address each of their points in the order in which they appear in the discussion. the Lagrangian definition (current fluid volume/initial mixture volume), which is not consistent with [1] . So the notation of φ w in [2] is not consistent with the notation φ w Jacques Huyghe BIO-10-1001 2 in [1] . All occurrences of φ w in [2] should be replaced by (1 + E)φ w . Indeed,
in which V w is the current fluid volume, V 0 is the initial mixture volume and V is the current mixture volume. However, this does not alter the further elaboration of the mathematics, nor the conclusions of the paper. We heartfully thank Mow et al.
[3] for pointing out this inconsistency in the paper [2] .
5. The value of free energy production is 20 % of the elastic energy stored in the sample. 7. We very much support the leading role that Mow et al.
[3] attribute to experimental data. In fact, the chemical expansion stress was introduced in the first place on the basis of experiments (Fig. 8 in [1] ). We realise fully that after 1999 the chemiJacques Huyghe BIO-10-1001 3 cal expansion stress disappeared from their papers. To our knowledge, this choice is hardly justified in any of the papers. The lack of experimental data for solute (elec- tissues, but rather to foster a discussion between scientists that will inevitably lead to even greater heights of fulfillment of the science of cartilaginous tissues.
In conclusion, the authors thank Mow et al.
[3] for their detailed expert discussion of the paper entitled 'On the Thermodynamic Admissibility of the Triphasic Theory of Charged Hydrated Tissues' [2] but unfortunately cannot support all of their conclusions.
